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IN THE MIDST of radical 
po liti cal restruc tur ing,
abid ing economic quan
dary, and endur ing cul
tural tension, the nations 
of Eastern and Central 
Europe have arrived at a 

cross roads. For the first time since World War 
I, they have the oppor tu nity to expe ri ence 
last ing change in the form of democratic de
vel op ment and economic reform. However, 
re form comes with a price, and barring un
fore seen and substan tial increases in annual 
reve nues, expan sion of their economic and 
so cial spend ing nec es sar ily means less spend
ing for national defense. Conse quently, the 
po ten tial for lasting economic change is 
predi cated upon the ability of these nations 
to merge with a secu rity archi tec ture that 
shel ters them from exter nal conflict. 

Four secu rity archi tec tures are available 
to these former bloc coun tries since the dis
so lu tion of the War saw Pact and the dis in te
gra tion of the Soviet Union; it is useful to 
look briefly at each of them. The first op tion 
is for the new de moc ra cies to fall un der Rus
sian in flu ence once again as Rus sia re cov ers 
its footing, both economi cally and politi
cally. Such an option appears at the present 
time to be unac cept able to the democ ra cies 
of East Cen tral Europe and could oc cur only 
through Soviet-era intimi da tion combined 
with a complete hands-off policy by the 
West, both of which seem unlikely. 

The second option is for the emerging de
moc ra cies to seek an alli ance among them-
selves, creat ing some type of new secu rity or
gani za tion. Forma tion of such an alli ance 
would cer tainly be dif fi cult and force them to 
turn their atten tion East when they stand 
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poised on the threshold of Western inte gra-
tion.1 Further more, given the dispar ity and 
dis ar ray among the nations that might join 
such a hy po theti cal or gani za tion, it would al
most certainly be doomed before it began. 

The third option available to the new de
moc ra cies is the status quo. They can main
tain their current inter ac tion with the West 
through the North Atlan tic Treaty Organiza
tion’s (NATO) Partner ship for Peace (PFP) 
and continue their attempts to join the Euro
pean Un ion (EU). This op tion per mits con tin
ued military, politi cal, and economic coop-
era tion with the West and avoids the costs 
as so ci ated with full military inte gra tion.
How ever, reform under this option could be 
slowed or even halted alto gether without at 
least the prospect of full military inte gra tion 
with the West and the secu rity guaran tees 
that come with it. 

There fore, the fourth secu rity op
tion—NATO member ship—is the only practi
cal one. NATO member ship car ries with it ac
cep tance into the cir  cle of West ern 
de moc ra cies, pro ject ing sta bil ity and se cu rity 
to the East. It permits Eastern and Central 
Europe to concen trate their devel op ment al
most ex clu sively in the ar eas of in ter na tion al
ism, free trade, and democratic practices. 

Fail ure of NATO to accept new members 
could mean a loss of pub lic sup port for NATO 
in its mem ber na tions and a slow lapse into ir
rele vance. In contrast, expan sion offers revi
tali za tion and an enhanced role in Euro pe’s
emerg ing strate gic landscape.2 Hence, 
whether one views NATO enlarge ment from 
the perspec tive of the East or from the West, 
the conclu sion is the same: the time for en-
large ment is upon us. 

The Purpose 
In 1982 NATO invited post-Franco Spain 

into the Alli ance with the clear intent of 
strength en ing democ racy and provid ing the 
Span ish people with an oppor tu nity to enter 
the European Economic Commu nity.3 The 
in te gra tion of Spain has been a resound ing
suc cess. Opening NATO to addi tional mem

bers must be part of the wider pro cess of Eu ro 
pe’s naturally growing together in the post-
cold- war era. Fail ure to open the Al li ance con
trib utes to an arti fi cial demar ca tion that no 
longer corre sponds to European reali ties.4 

With the end of the cold war, an unprece
dented oppor tu nity existed to build an im -
proved secu rity archi tec ture that provides in-
creased stabil ity and secu rity for all nations in 
the Euro-Atlantic area, without re-creating di
vid ing lines.5 Instead of seizing this oppor tu
nity, EU and the Western European Union 
(WEU) were effec tively re-creating divid ing 
lines in Europe by stalling the entry of new 
mem bers and by decid ing—uni lat er ally—which 
na tions of Europe were fit for inte gra tion into 
the West. NATO, on the other hand, offered a 
strong and vibrant PFP program. Now, with a 
com mit ment to enlarge ment, NATO promises 
greater inclu sion and the elimina tion of divi
sions be tween all in ter ested and will ing par ties. 
This larger vision—the provi sion of increased 
sta bil ity and se cu rity for all of the Euro- Atlantic 
area—is the under ly ing purpose of NATO en-
large ment. 

NATO after Enlargement 
The cold war era was one of low risk and 

high stabil ity. In the wake of collapsed bipo
lar ity, the world has entered a period of high 
risk and low stabil ity—a situation best illus
trated by events in the former Yugosla via.6 

Bloc confron ta tion has been replaced by dif
fuse conflict scenar ios, with all the risks they
en tail.7 These risks are multi fac eted and mul
ti di rec tional and—most signifi cantly—they 
are diffi cult to predict and assess.8 

Con se quently, NATO must forge a new vi
sion of its core pur poses and mis sions. The Al
li ance must trans form it self from a tra di tional 
mili tary alli ance into an organi za tion for ad-
dress ing Euro pe’s new secu rity challenges:
main tain ing the capac ity for terri to rial de
fense but at the same time plac ing greater em
pha sis on contin gency force projec tion. 9 

NATO must become an organi za tion of both 
col lec tive defense and conflict preven tion,10 

tak ing on new respon si bili ties in the area of 
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cri sis manage ment throughout Europe 11 and 
draw ing hard lessons from its failure to act 
with more deter mi na tion and purpose in the 
former Yugosla via.12 

There are currently three forms under 
which NATO allies contrib ute to NA TO’s col
lec tive defense.13 However, we believe that 
only one—full partici pa tion in the inte grated
mili tary structure and the collec tive defense-
planning process—should be offered to new 
mem bers. The lack of partici pa tion of cer tain
al lies in the inte grated military structure has 
caused many dif fi cul ties. Re peat ing those dif
fi cul ties dur ing a time when na tions are seek
ing en try into the Al li ance en masse is a strain 
that it should not have to endure during the 
stresses of enlarg ing. Despite our reser va
tions, NATO has agreed to adopt a flexi ble ap
proach when assimi lat ing new members.14 

The latter are expected to partici pate in the 
en tire spectrum of Alli ance missions with 
proper consid era tion given to respec tive ca
pa bili ties, taking into account the need for 
case- by- case consid era tion of non–Arti cle 5 
mis sions.15 

As part of enlarge ment’s earlier phase, the
al lies began a compre hen sive review of the 
in ter nal adjust ments in command structure, 
force posture, roles and missions, cost shar
ing, and NATO staffing.16 Yet to be dis 
cussed—and possi bly of impor tance equal to 
other current PFP activi ties—is how PFP part
ners might be in te grated into the NATO com
mit tee structure, where they can have direct 
in flu ence on Alli ance devel op ments. That 
PFP lacks politi cal content is under scored by 
the fact that Russia achieved a politi cal rela
tion ship with NATO outside of PFP and that 
the North Atlan tic Coop era tion Council 
(NACC) remains the only forum for politi cal
ex changes and consul ta tions between NATO 
and its closest neighbors. It has been sug
gested that the inten si fi ca tion of PFP should 
even tu ally in clude regu lar 16+1 po liti cal con
sul ta tions within PFP; such a fa cil ity could be
par ticu larly useful during the enlarge ment 
pro cess for its three newest members.17 

It has also been suggested that NATO 
should form a North Atlan tic Council “plus” 
(NAC+) similar to WEU’s expanded council 

that meets rou tinely at the am bas sa do rial and
min is te rial levels. NATO might also create  a 
Po liti cal Council Plus to more effec tively co
or di nate the ac tivi ties of the re cently en larged
Political- Military Steering Commit tee. Fi
nally, NATO could create one-to- three-
month, civilian-and- military- partner intern-
ships on both the In ter na tional and the In ter
na tional Military Staffs in nonsen si tive areas 
and continue invit ing partners to attend the 
NATO Defense College,18 as has been done 
since Course 87. NATO could also ex pand the
Sen ior Civil Emergency Planning Commit tee 
to include partners. 

Af ter enlarg ing, the Alli ance must ensure 
that it main tains its abil ity to make im por tant
de ci sions quickly. All deci sions made in 
NATO bod ies are ex pres sions of na tional sov
er eignty and are therefore achieved through 
con sen sus. If there is no consen sus, there are 
no deci sions. If there are no collec tive deci
sions, there is no col lec tive de fense.19 NATO is 
only as strong as the consen sus of its mem-
bers2 0—with out the ability to reach consen
sus, the Al li ance can not com mit. So in stead of 
hin der ing the consen sus process, enlarge
ment should better enable the Alli ance to 
carry out both its core functions and its new 
mis sions. Willy Claes, former NATO 
secretary- general, expressed this concern: 
“We must respect the princi ple of consen sus. 
How can this be done with 22 or 24 mem
bers?”2 1  

With the same democratic values yet with 
dif fer ent histo ries, tradi tions, work cultures, 
geostra te gic preoc cu pa tions, military capa
bili ties, and neighbors, the current 16 NATO 
al lies have differ ent viewpoints on the same 
set of issues. Adding more members with an 
even greater diver sity of tradi tions is bound 
to increase the diffi culty of reaching consen
sus and poten tially increase the amount of 
time required to reach a deci sion. But there 
are numer ous advan tages to consen sus deci
sion mak ing, and the one es sen tial ele ment of 
the process is the willing ness to compro-
mise.22 Conse quently, NATO expects from its 
new allies a commit ment to build consen sus 
within the Alli ance in a spirit of coop era tion 
on all issues of concern to them.23 
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EU has adopted a “weighted consen sus”
vot ing mechanism, and some indi vidu als 
sup port mov ing to a simi lar para digm, an tici
pat ing diffi culty reaching agreement in a 
larger NATO. But if the Al li ance can no longer 
reach consen sus, perhaps its working meth
ods are at fault rather than the consen sus
mecha nism itself. Further more, Greece and 
Tur key have prepared the Alli ance to nego ti-
ate sen si tive is sues—and if Greece and Tur key 
can agree upon numer ous is sues de spite their
dif fer ences, the predicted death of consen sus 
in an enlarged NATO may be prema ture. For 
the pres ent time, NATO is de ter mined to keep 
its consen sus mechanism, and a success ful 
pat tern of coop era tion within an enlarged 
NATO may give impe tus to better coop era
tion within other European organi za tions 
such as EU and WEU. 

Russia 
Al though NATO maintains that no nation 

will exert a veto over its enlarge ment, it 
would be counter pro duc tive to enlarge the 
Al li ance with the intent to enhance stabil ity 
while at the same time alien at ing Russia.24 

From their incep tion, enlarge ment talks 
roused Russian objec tions, as illus trated by
De fense Minis ter Igor Rodi onov’s asser tion 
that his country would take “appro pri ate
meas ures” neces sary to counter expan sion.2 5  

The recent Russia-China agreement may be 
one of the appro pri ate measures to which he 
al luded.26 

The Russian elite cannot compre hend the 
means by which NATO escaped its brief post-
cold- war identity crisis, since the Soviet Un
ion and the Warsaw Pact disin te grated in the 
face of change. For many Rus sians, NATO still 
has a hos tile fla vor; we should ex pect Rus sian
op po si tion to NATO enlarge ment simply be-
cause NATO has al ways been op posed by Rus
sia. Paradoxi cally, Russians do not focus ex
clu sively on the increased military threat 
from a larger NATO—rather, they worry about
political- psychological impacts on domes tic
so cial, politi cal, and economic stabil ity that 
may result from what they view as “unnec es

sary expan sion.” There was also vague talk of
re new ing a strategy of confron ta tion using 
the Common wealth of Inde pendent States,27 

but it is un likely to coa lesce, given the lack of 
en thu si asm on the part of most mem bers and
Rus sia’s own incon sis tent leader ship. 

Claims that an other cold war is pos si ble are 
ex ag ger ated. The truth is that Rus sia is not in a 
po si tion to en gage in an other such con fron ta
tion. In an irony of history, it may be that
Mos cow’s weak ness rather than its strength is 
the cause of concern in Russia with regard to 
NATO ex pan sion.28 It also seems un likely that 
the US public, in its dash to cash in on the 
“peace dividend,” would support another era 
of bloc con fron ta tion. The US re sponse to the 
end of the cold war has been across-the- board 
force reduc tions, reduc ing the likeli hood of 
any future confron ta tion. 

In any case, Russian percep tions must be 
taken seri ously,2 9 and NATO enlarge ment 
must occur within a Europe where demo 
cratic Rus sia has its right ful place. Thus, while 
NATO responds to the legiti mate expec ta
tions of Cen tral Europe to be in te grated into a 
Euro- Atlantic se cu rity struc ture, it should also 
build a strong NATO-Russia rela tion ship.30 

NATO is prudently avoiding formal trea
ties with Rus sia that place it in the po si tion of 
hav ing to coerce Russia to take certain ac 
tions. Signing agreements that make NATO a 
will ing part ner and re quire vol un tary com pli
ance on Russia’s part removes the Alli ance 
from an enforce ment role and lessens the po
ten tial for fric tion. The re cently signed Found
ing Act on Mutual Rela tions, Coop era tion, and 
Se cu rity be tween NATO and the Rus sian Fed era
tion  is one such agree ment. For its part, Rus sia 
was seeking some formal agreement that 
might limit, if not the en large ment pro cess it-
self, then the expan sion of NATO’s military
in fra struc ture.31 

To lessen ten sions still fur ther, the Al li ance 
has clearly stated there is no a priori require
ment for the station ing of NATO troops on 
the terri tory of new members; nor is the 
peace time sta tion ing of forces on other al lies’ 
ter ri to ries a condi tion of member ship.3 2 The 
Al li ance real izes that station ing allied forces 
on the terri tory of new members could give a 
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mis lead ing impres sion of Alli ance con-
cerns33—un spo ken but clearly vis- à- vis Rus sia. 
These posi tions empha size the point that 
there is no perceived exter nal threat to Cen
tral Europe and that the forward deploy ment 
of troops and the forti fi ca tion of borders are 
not required.34 

Rus sia can not be ex pected to co op er ate on 
some issues, and NATO must be sensi tive to 
the per cep tions of its part ners. Re cent signs of 
a sta ble po liti cal situa tion with al most no evi
dence of unrest and reports that the Russian 
econ omy shows signs of stabi liz ing after six 
years of decline are promis ing indi ca tions 
that Russia may finally be pulling out of its 
down slide35—and provide hope for better co-
op era tion. Tense though the rela tion ship 
may sometimes be, NATO and Russia appear 
to be making headway in estab lish ing  a 
strong, stable, and endur ing partner ship that 
prop erly recog nizes their common inter ests 
in secu rity and coop era tion on the European
con ti nent.36 The current dialogue offers the 
best assur ance for the peaceful enlarge ment 
of NATO and provides an atmos phere in 
which credible secu rity guaran tees can be es
tab lished and defended. 

The Ukraine 
With no desire to actu ally gain full mem

ber ship, the Ukraine plans to seek asso ci ate
mem ber ship in NATO when the Alli ance ex
pands. However, the Al li ance has re jected ap
peals for asso ci ate member ship, opting for 
noth ing less than full member ship, which is 
deemed essen tial to maintain collec tive de
fense. Anything less could be perceived as a 
“pa per guar an tee,”37 un der min ing ex pan sion
ef forts. 

Security Guarantees—What Do 
They Mean? 

Al though secu rity guaran tees are impor
tant to most of the na tions strug gling to en ter 

the Alli ance, one can argue that Arti cle 5 will 
do little to meet what some people claim are 
the real threats facing Central Europe: politi
cal and economic turmoil and ethnic ten-
sion.38 These problems may be better ad-
dressed by setting standards that new mem
bers will be expected to meet, either before 
their admis sion to NATO or after they enter 
the Alli ance. 

Criteria for Admission 
The Al li ance has in di cated there are ways for 

na tions to pre pare for en try, al though it has not 
is sued a list of rigid cri te ria. Ac tive par tici pa tion 
in PFP, for exam ple, is expected to play an im
por tant role in prepar ing countries for acces
sion, though it does not guaran tee Alli ance 
mem ber ship.39 Simi larly, new members will not 
be required to achieve full interoper abil ity of 
their forces with NATO standards before join
ing the Alli ance, but they are expected to meet 
cer tain minimum standards.40 

Nev er the less, at some point the Alli ance 
must insist that selected appli cants either 
meet certain crite ria or forgo member
ship—both to main tain ideo logi cal and po liti
cal compati bil ity among members and to en-
sure that enlarge ment is completed in a 
rea son able time frame.4 1 During the inte gra
tion process, the Alli ance must guard against 
NATO members’ attempts to put undue pres
sure on invited nations to settle personal dif
fer ences with NATO countries to their disad
van tage before they join, which might cause
fu ture friction and conflict. The prospect of 
join ing NATO has proven to be the most pow
er ful incen tive for reform and resolu tion of 
eth nic and ter ri to rial con flict among as pir ing
mem bers.4 2 This fact alone should be a clear 
sig nal to doubters of NATO enlarge ment that 
it is the right course of action. 

In the end, NATO must guard against cre at
ing too much compe ti tion among na tions vy
ing for mem ber ship. There is fric tion enough 
now that the first group of new members has 
been announced by the Alli ance. 



76 AIRPOWER JOURNAL SUMMER 1998 

“The Who” 
Stated in its sim plest terms, “the who” was 

a po liti cal de ci sion. Po land, Hun gary, and the 
Czech Re pub lic were on the shortlist of vir tu
ally every one who endorses NATO expan
sion. Verbal iz ing the poten tial of these na
tions to become members of NATO built a 
gen eral expec ta tion that lessened any nega
tive reac tion on the part of Russia; it also pre-
pared for rejec tion those nations who were 
not admit ted with the first wave. “Second 
tier” candi dates in cluded Slove nia and Slo va
kia. Roma nia was consid ered a “dark horse” 
by some propo nents, a status granted in con
sid era tion for its en thu si as tic par tici pa tion in 
PFP. 

It might prove useful to exam ine what 
made some countries good candi dates and 
why cer tain coun tries were not good risks for 
the first wave. Nations more distant from 
NATO and closer to Rus sia were not good can
di dates for ad mis sion. The Bal tics are a prime 
ex am ple: add ing them to NATO at the pres ent 
time might be construed as a di rect af front to 
Rus sia and add un nec es sary fric tion to the en-
large ment process. However, invit ing Poland 
to join compen sated for not adding the Bal
tics to the first wave; as a pros per ous neigh bor 
and mem ber of NATO, Po land can strengthen 
the Baltic economies as well as their identi fi
ca tion with the West. 

The corol lary to our earlier obser va tion is 
that countries in geographic proxim ity to 
NATO were good candi dates for early ad -
mission. That those nations in proxim ity—Po
land, Hun gary, and the Czech Re pub lic—have
de vel oped the furthest democrati cally and 
have the strongest free-market economies 
made them easy choices. If conti gu ity had 
been an issue, then Slovenia could have pro
vided a link between NATO and Hungary. 
Slove nia was a solid candi date for early ad
mis sion, having adapted quickly to democ
racy and a free-market economy. However, 
Slove nia borders the Balkans, poten tially re
duc ing its attrac tion. As an aside, conti gu ity 
was appar ently not a primary consid era tion 
when de cid ing which na tions were in vited to 
join. As core functions of the Alli ance are 

chang ing, collec tive defense—and the impor
tance of common borders—has become less 
im por tant. 

Al though the politi cal leaders of Poland,
Hun gary, and the Czech Repub lic wanted 
very much to join NATO, the views of their
popu la tions varied. Public opinion polls in 
these three nations indi cated that the major
ity of their popu la tions strongly or some what 
sup ported their en try into NATO; when asked 
if they would defend an other coun try, per mit 
NATO exer cises in their country, or permit 
NATO troops to be based in their coun try, the 
ma jor ity of the popula tions in Hungary and 
the Czech Repub lic said no. All three nations 
op posed spending a larger share of their bud-
gets on military needs.4 3 These senti ments 
may in fact drive the Alli ance toward adopt
ing crite ria for member ship that keep acces
sion costs to a minimum. 

Timing of Admission 
Equally impor tant to the question of who 

would join the Alli ance in the first wave was 
the question of when enlarge ment would ac
tu ally occur. NATO’s posi tion is that the only
cri te rion for timing should be that the man
ner and speed of the enlarge ment process in-
crease stabil ity in the whole of Europe.44 

Specu la tion regard ing expan sion’s exact tim
ing centers around April 1999—NATO’s 50th 
an ni ver sary. This symbolic date provides a 
unique oppor tu nity to mark historic change 
in the nature of the Alli ance. 

The en large ment is sue was the fo cus of NA
TO’s Decem ber Minis te rial of 1996. Specific 
names and dates when new members would 
be asked to join were not an nounced; such an 
im por tant deci sion lay more appro pri ately 
with NATO’s member states. Conse quently, 
fi nal dis course on the sub ject took place at the 
July 1997 sum mit in Ma drid,45 where the Alli
ance ex tended mem ber ship in vi ta tions to Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Repub lic.4 6  

Subsequent Waves—Who 
and When 
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The Alli ance should make clear that en-
large ment is expected to be an evolu tion ary
pro cess that will continue indefi nitely. Presi
dent William Clinton made the US view of 
the enlarge ment process public when he 
prom ised to thousands of disap pointed but 
ea ger Ro ma ni ans, “Stay the course and Ro ma
nia will cross that milestone.”47 In the mean-
time, PFP must be main tained, en hanced, and 
deep ened not only as a stand-alone instru
ment of European secu rity,4 8 but as the gate-
way to a larger NATO. 

How Big Is Big Enough? 
There are concerns that NATO would 

evolve from a secu rity organi za tion into a 
round- table fo rum if it ex pands be yond some 
“magic” threshold. The mainte nance of a 
com mon worldview is unlikely in a large
com mu nity of states, and it can be argued 
that insti tu tional integ rity cannot be main
tained with too many mem bers. Al though we 
have earlier defined “evolu tion ary enlarge
ment” as an indefi nite process, we recog nize 
that “infi nite expan sion” is not possi ble. The 
pur pose of grad ual en large ment is not only to
iden tify and eliminate problems in the pro
cess, but also to cautiously approach the 
bounda ries of an effec tive threshold without 
cross ing the line. Conven tional wisdom calls 
for limit ing the size of NATO to about 25 
coun tries, most likely due to the very real 
prob lems al ready faced by EU at 20 full mem
bers and six asso ci ates. 

As NATO reaches some maxi mum size, the 
im por tant question of who will be left out 
must be consid ered. It is impor tant that na
tions not in vited to join un der stand that new
di vid ing lines are not being drawn on the 
Con ti nent. We believe that this impera tive 
calls for a new NATO to be comprised of na
tions with common values and common 
world views—na tions that are naturally 
aligned. Such a member ship strategy ensures 
that those nations not in vited to join feel less 
on the outside, since they are unlikely to 
share the viewpoint of NATO members on 
nu mer ous issues anyway. 

It might also be impor tant to consider for 
mem ber ship those nations whose borders in
clude terri tory that has histori cally been the 
ob ject of conten tion. Leaving such nations 
out side the Al li ance may cre ate a vac uum that 
could lead to un nec es sary strife. Plac ing such 
na tions into the Alli ance—much like NATO 
did with Greece and Turkey—could be ex
pected to increase stabil ity in the region. Re
gard less of NATO’s final compo si tion, mak
ing PFP a worthwhile coop era tion program 
can bring some sense of secu rity for its part
ners with the result that NATO may never 
have to hang the “no vacancy” sign over the 
door. 

Will Russia Ever Join? 
Al though Russia seems to have accepted 

that it will never be in a posi tion to join EU 
and seems satis fied with the coop era tion
agree ments recently signed, it has consis
tently tried not to fore close the op tion to join 
NATO, however remote such a devel op ment 
may seem.4 9 Russians seem to accept the fact 
that many allies oppose their entry into 
NATO—es pe cially while the in ter nal situa tion 
in their country is insuf fi ciently stable and 
un pre dict able, which would prohibit them 
from meeting relia bly the obli ga tions and re
spon si bili ties expected of them as members. 
The fact also remains that the politi cal lead er
ship of the former Warsaw Pact countries 
would object to finding itself in the Russian 
shadow in the new NATO, that many parts of 
Rus sian so ci ety are not ready for NATO mem
ber ship, and that Russia’s own military lead
er ship rejects the idea.50 

The follow ing argu ments have been or 
could be used to exclude Russia from mem
ber ship: 

Rus sia is not a North Atlan tic or Euro

pean state.

Rus sia is too unsta ble.

Rus sia might not compro mise to reach

con sen sus.

Mem ber ship would give Russia a right

of veto within NATO.
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NATO would find it diffi cult, if not im
pos si ble, to extend secu rity guaran tees 
to Russia due to its large border.51 

NATO offers its member states no pro
tec tion against a fellow ally. 

Cer tainly, any new command structure 
would have to be huge to ab sorb Rus sia’s size, 
and the addi tion of Russia could reori ent 
NATO overnight toward events in China and 
the Pacific. Anec do tal evidence also suggests 
that Russian inte gra tion may not work. For 
ex am ple, the Poles are learning English for 
en try into NATO, but the Russians want 
NATO members to learn Russian.52 It has also 
been argued that Russian member ship might
re move NATO as the shield of Western 
Europe, since NATO obli ga tion does not ex-
tend to protect ing its members against each 
other.53 For nations that wish to join, NATO’s 
value lies in its po ten tial to re strain what may 
be an increas ingly unpre dict able Russia, and 
some do not believe that NATO’s members 
can re strain Rus sia if the lat ter is a mem ber.5 4  

We believe that the history of animos ity be-
tween NATO al lies Greece and Tur key proves
oth er wise: were it not for the Alli ance re-
strain ing their actions, Turkey and Greece 
might have gone to war years ago. 

If Russia does not fit into any exist ing or
gani za tion, then a new Russia-NATO forum 
must be created to respect Russia’s status and 
to lessen the percep tion that expand ing 
NATO eastward is an anti-Russian strategy.55 

Ide ally, this forum should reach a point 
where Russia’s member ship in NATO doesn’t 
mat ter because that country has been inte
grated into all European insti tu tions—eco
nomic, politi cal, and military—and all are 
work ing closely together. 

The NATO/EU/WEU Link 
EU, WEU, and NATO claim the same ob jec

tives: to enhance stabil ity in Europe as a 
whole and to cre ate a se cu rity en vi ron ment in 
which the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe can accom plish their reform pro

cesses and further their economic and politi
cal devel op ment.5 6  

Cer tain NATO allies believe that EU mem
ber ship should come before NATO member-
ship, since secu rity guaran tees will not be 
credi ble if they have no solid politi cal and 
eco nomic foun da tion.5 7Fur ther, there can not 
be a lasting Alli ance without the affirma tion 
of a strong European pillar.58 At the present 
time, it’s not clear that EU has the neces sary
ca pa bili ties to respond to the new secu rity
chal lenges facing Europe, whereas NATO 
does.59 EU’s short com ings might be ad dressed
us ing combined joint task forces (CJTF), 
which could serve as a ba sis for cre at ing avail-
able force structures that are separa ble but 
not separate from NATO.60 But even with the 
ad vent of CJTF, en larg ing EU may prove to be 
much more diffi cult than enlarg ing NATO, 
par ticu larly in light of the strict eco nomic cri
te ria required by the former. It is notewor thy 
that EU extended invi ta tions for mem ber ship 
to Poland, Hungary, the Czech Repub lic, 
Slove nia, and Esto nia only after NATO an
nounced its own first wave of new mem bers.61 

NATO should continue to take advan tage 
of the cold war’s linger ing military empha sis 
in its new partners and expand ahead of 
EU—us ing its influ ence to better prepare its 
new members for entry into EU. However, if 
the Alli ance contin ues to expand first, fledg
ling NATO members who are not also partici
pants in EU may not learn to “think Euro
pean” and instead adopt an Atlan ti cist view. 
This might in hibit WEU’s ul ti mate goal of be
com ing the dominant secu rity pillar on the 
Con ti nent. In the short term, the key issue 
might well be to preclude NATO and EU from 
be com ing inter block ing rather than inter-
lock ing in sti tu tions. Both or gani za tions seem
com mit ted to that end. 

The Alli ance has catego rized its enlarge
ment as a paral lel process designed to com
ple ment ex pan sion of EU. Though the two or
gani za tions are expected to enlarge 
autono mously, each organi za tion is expected 
to con sider de vel op ments in the other dur ing 
the process.62 EU’s recent deci sion to invite 
Po land, Hungary, and the Czech Repub lic to 
join the union so soon after NATO extended 
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its invi ta tions is an indi ca tion that this strat
egy is already in place. Linking the enlarge
ment of NATO with the enlarge ment of EU 
serves four pri mary pur poses. The first is that
con cur rent expan sion invigo rates the efforts 
to promote stabil ity eastward.63 Second, EU 
can pro vide what Cen tral Europe needs most:
eco nomic growth and politi cal inte gra tion 
into Western Europe. Third, the impact of 
mili tary inte gra tion can be downplayed 
through a carefully par al leled eco nomic in te
gra tion, minimiz ing the risk of backlash in 
Rus sia.64 Fourth, and most impor tantly, coor
di nated enlarge ment provides for common 
mem ber ships in NATO and WEU. 

At the present time, all full members of 
WEU are mem bers of NATO. Be cause of se cu
rity guaran tees provided by NATO and WEU 
to their respec tive members, the Alli ance 
states that maintain ing common member 
states is essen tial.65 There is also general 
agree ment within NATO that forces of Euro
pean al lies should be “sepa ra ble from NATO” 
but not “separate”; 66 one can infer from this 
agree ment that mem bers of WEU should also 
be members of NATO. 

Fi nally, there are other impor tant mem
ber ship issues. What the neutral nations 
even tu ally decide to do in post-cold- war 
Europe could affect both NATO and WEU. 
Should EU and WEU develop a common for
eign pol icy, they must re mem ber that five na
tions in EU are not mem bers of WEU and that 
four na tions are not mem bers of NATO. With 
a member ship invi ta tion from EU now also 
ex tended to Slovenia and Esto nia, the issue 
prom ises to gener ate contin ued debate. 

US Role after Enlargement 
A signifi cant degree of US involve ment in 

Europe is crucial to counter bal ance a poten
tially un sta ble Rus sia67 and to sup port fur ther 
Euro pean inte gra tion. The current US ad-
mini stra tion views NATO as the founda tion 
of Ameri can pol icy in Europe and iden ti fies it 
as the essen tial organi za tion for peace on the
Con ti nent.68 The trans-Atlantic link serves 
the in ter est of both sides of the At lan tic,69 and 

the United States should remain a European 
power and help its NATO allies forge a strate
gic vision for the future. 

The Cost 
Al though cost esti mates may dampen NA

TO’s enthu si asm for enlarge ment, numer ous 
op tions are available to lower costs: spread 
them over a greater period of time, limit the 
de gree of change that new members will be 
re quired to make to their forces and their in
fra struc tures after they matricu late, and do 
not station NATO forces on the terri to ries of 
new members. 

NATO makes it clear that poten tial mem
bers face consid er able finan cial obli ga tions 
when they join.70 However, NATO member 
na tions must also be prepared to expend re-
sources and make sacri fices.71 The bottom 
line is that mem ber ship means there is no free 
ride on defense, but it also means that new 
mem bers do not have to embark on an am bi
tious arma ments program. The goal should 
be to provide new members with enough se
cu rity so they can concen trate on rebuild ing 
their socie ties and economies—the compo
nents of stable democ racy. 

If NATO decides to config ure new mem
bers’ forces only in the areas of command, 
con trol, commu ni ca tions, and intel li gence 
(C3I) and logis tics support, the cost of en-
large ment will be relatively low.7 2 If new 
mem bers are permit ted to contrib ute strate
gic posi tion rather than strate gic forces—as 
did both Ice land and Spain—then costs can be 
driven much lower. Current cost projec tions 
we have seen in the lit era ture seem to in di cate 
that NATO plans to build a new Magi not Line, 
and that is clearly not the case. Sen. Mike
DeW ine (R-Ohio) esti mated most recently 
that the US share of NATO expan sion costs 
would be $5 billion to $19 billion over a 15-
year period.7 3  

Per haps the most attrac tive option avail-
able to the Alli ance involves improv ing the 
ex ist ing militar ies of new members by up -
grad ing them suffi ciently so that inte gra tion 
with NATO air defenses, logis tics organi za-
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tions, and com mu ni ca tions net works is fea si
ble. This option capital izes on the ability of 
NA TO’s in-area assets to extend their um 
brella eastward, while still oper at ing from 
bases in Western Europe, and would involve 
few costs in the short term. 

Costs can be expected to be signifi cantly 
larger if steps are taken to develop the mili
tary infra struc ture of new members so that 
NATO forces can deploy. If their infra struc
tures were upgraded, new members would 
gain access to NATO airpower, intel li gence, 
and resup ply. To absorb the full benefits of 
NATO logis tics and commu ni ca tions, how-
ever, new mem bers would also be re quired to 
im prove ex ist ing port, rail, and road fa cili ties. 
These so-called baseline improve ments for 
Po land, Hungary, the Czech Repub lic, and 
Slo va kia alone are esti mated to cost about 
$60.6 billion.7 4  

Should NATO deter mine that new air base 
fa cili ties were needed or seek to per ma nently
sta tion ground forces, esti mates for adding 
new members to the Alli ance could reach 
$124 billion.7 5 Other esti mates put high-end 
costs at around $110 billion.76 

De pend ing on the choices the Alli ance 
makes, costs will vary widely. Assum ing that 
the midlevel $60.6 billion figure is credible, 
even this amount may be plausi bly afford-
able. By compari son, the life-cycle cost of a 
US Army divi sion is about $60 billion, and 
the acqui si tion cost of indi vid ual US weapon 
sys tems often runs $20–30 billion or more.7 7  

Fur ther more, the $60 billion figure amounts 
to only 2–3 percent of what NATO already 
plans to spend in defense of its current bor-
ders.7 8  

Based on tradi tional NATO practices, new 
mem bers can proba bly be ex pected to pay for 
20–30 percent of the total amount needed to 
fund na tional pro grams and their fair share of
com mon infra struc ture spending. The re -
main der will presuma bly come from NATO’s 
cur rent members.79 If $60 billion is a reason-
able figure to pay for expan sion and if the 
new members can be expected to pay for at 
least 20 percent of the total, what are the im
pli ca tions? The Visegrad states (minus Slova

kia) have a total combined gross domes tic
prod uct (GDP) of about $354.2 billion.80 If 
they are expected to contrib ute their fair 
share of at least $12 billion (20 percent x $60 
bil lion) over a 10-year period, then joining 
NATO would cost them just over 0.3 percent 
of their GDP each year—not includ ing other 
fi nan cial ob li ga tions they will owe to the Al li
ance. Hun gary, Po land, and the Czech Re pub
lic already spend about 1.5 percent of their 
GDP on de fense.81 Ex pect ing them to in crease 
their defense budg ets by over 20 per cent is in 
our view unre al is tic in the short term. We 
there fore believe that NATO should require 
the configu ra tion of new members’ forces 
only in the areas of C3I and logis tics support, 
while permit ting the gradual inte gra tion and 
mod erni za tion of the rest of their military ca
pa bili ties over an extended period of time. 

The Confirmation Process in 
NATO Capitals 

If NATO drags out the ratifi ca tion process, 
es pe cially with regard to the first acces sion of 
new members, then its failure to act quickly 
could be inter preted that the West is unsym
pa thetic to the Central and Eastern European 
states—that it views them at best as unim por
tant and at worst as “outside of Europe,” un
der cut ting reform in the new democ ra cies.8 2  

Con se quently, we believe that ratifi ca tion of 
the first wave  will take place at a steady pace 
in NATO capitals now that invi ta tions have 
been issued and once nego tia tions for entry 
are completed. 

PFP/NACC after Enlargement 
PFP was expected to die a natural death 

when NATO enlarged. But PFP has worked so 
well that after the first group of nations is ad
mit ted to the Al li ance, it is ex pected to play an
im por tant role both to help prepare new 
mem bers for member ship and as a means to 
strengthen rela tions with partner countries 
un likely to join the Alli ance. NACC is ex 
pected to play a signifi cant role in estab lish-
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ing confidence-building measures between 
NATO and its coop era tion partners.83 

Goals estab lished for the contin ued devel
op ment of PFP sound remarka bly similar to 
the contri bu tions to be made by NATO en-
large ment.8 4 The charac ter of the projected
re la tion ship between new members and 
NATO and the re la tion ship be tween PFP part
ners and NATO is blurring, and sugges tions 
have been made to convert NATO’s entire 
struc ture so that it does less NATO-unique 
work and caters equally well to both partners 
and members. 

NA TO’s goal for PFP should be to of fer to its 
part ners—those who do not wish or cannot 
pres ently attain member ship—all benefits of 
mem ber ship except a secu rity guaran tee and a 
vote at the table: to treat them the same as 
NATO members on a day-to- day basis in both 
po liti cal and military coop era tion. Partners 
must be made to feel that they are impor tant to 
the West, and they should be brought to a point 
where they are as close to a secu rity guaran tee 
as is possi ble in the exist ing politi cal climate. 
One can ar gue that one of the un in tended con
se quences of PFP has been to make the Organi
za tion for Secu rity and Coop era tion in Europe 
ob so lete and that NATO should recog nize the 
im pli ca tions of that real ity as it contin ues to 
strengthen and develop its Partner ship Pro-
gram. It has been suggested that Russia might 
re ject a contin ued role in PFP. However, 
through PFP, Russia has a historic oppor tu nity 
to join the larger commu nity of indus tri al ized 
de moc ra cies and to emerge from the isola tion 
that charac ter ized its inter na tional role during 
most of this century.85 

Crisis Management 
in a Bigger NATO 

In ad di tion to per form ing its tra di tional role 
in collec tive defense, NATO must develop a 
strat egy that in cludes flexi ble pro ce dures to un
der take new roles in changing circum stances. 
NATO forces must become more mobile, able 
to react to a wider range of contin gen cies, and 
flexi ble enough to respond quickly to crisis 

situa tions. The grow ing pro lif era tion of coun
tries with ballis tic missiles could seri ously
com pli cate NATO opera tions in out-of- area 
con tin gen cies and even de ter NATO in ter ven
tion;86 it may be impor tant for the Alli ance to 
con sider the benefits of a layered missile de
fense system for deployed forces. As the deliv
ery range of ballis tic missiles grows longer, 
NATO might also have to consider wide-area 
de fenses for the protec tion of its terri tory and 
popu la tion.87 If the Alli ance is seri ous about 
mak ing CJTF work in the context of effec tive 
cri sis manage ment, then proce dures for mak
ing sepa ra ble, but not sepa rate, NATO re sources 
avail able to the Europe ans must be formal-
ized.88 

NA TO’s most pressing current prior ity is 
the Imple men ta tion Force (IFOR) opera tion 
in Bosnia. The spring of 1996 was the first in 
four years with out a ma jor mili tary of fen sive, 
and NATO led the IFOR that both built and 
kept the peace in that area. The 18-month ex-
ten sion of IFOR’s mandate was probably 
deemed neces sary to preserve the work that 
NATO accom plished and to ensure the mis
sion’s contin ued success. The success of the 
IFOR mission is clearly essen tial since it 
proves that NATO can effec tively manage cri
ses that affect the whole of Europe, while in
spir ing extraor di nary and unprece dented co-
op era tion.89 

Command Structure 
Re gard less of the final command structure 

adopted by the Alli ance, effec tive coor di na
tion of forces by the inte grated mili tary struc
ture in an en larged NATO will be chal leng ing. 
NATO must look at new adap ta tions for its 
head quar ters and simplify its command 
struc tures.90 

The NATO enlarge ment study acknowl
edges that a broad plan is neces sary to ensure 
that maximum effec tive ness and flexibil ity 
are maintained follow ing the acces sion of 
new members.9 1 Now that the deci sion re
gard ing “the who” of new members has been 
made, work on the command structure can 
be gin in earnest. We believe that the final 
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com mand structure should be flexible 
enough to absorb the effects of future en-
large ments.9 2  

Nuclear Posture 
In this era of emerging Russia-NATO coop-

era tion, it would be counter pro duc tive to in
sist on the right to maintain Alli ance nuclear 
weap ons in the terri tory of new members. In 
no other way could NATO more effec tively
un der mine its efforts to cast itself in a new 
role. It would be extraor di nar ily diffi cult to 
in sist that NATO is no longer an alli ance di
rected against the former So viet Un ion, while 
at the same time holding fast to the old con
cept of strate gic one-upmanship.

Euro pean secu rity no longer relies on pro
lif era tion as an avenue for deter rence, and if 
the Alli ance ever hoped to gain Russia’s out-
right ap proval, or even its grudg ing acknowl
edgment of enlarge ment, it had to concede 
the nuclear issue.93 In the words of the direc
tor of the Mar shall Cen ter, the new way ahead 
for NATO- Russian re la tions has been marked: 
part ner ship instead of deter rence.9 4 NATO’s 
cur rent nuclear posture will, for the foresee-
able future, continue to meet the require
ments of an en larged Al li ance, and we be lieve 
there is no need to change or modify any as
pect of NATO’s current nuclear posture or 
pol icy. 

Conclusions 
The time is right for NATO enlarge ment. It 

is an idea consis tent with historic pressures 
and offers the Alli ance revi tali za tion and en
hanced relevance in Euro pe’s emerging stra
te gic landscape. The most monumen tal task 
fac ing the West since the cold war, NATO en-
large ment repre sents the true spirit of the
emerg ing inter na tional order: removal of di
vid ing lines, evolu tion of coop era tion, and 
joint main te nance of re gional sta bil ity to mu
tual benefit. Invit ing Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Repub lic to join is a modest begin
ning and in keeping with NATO’s goal to en
hance se cu rity and proj ect sta bil ity. Al though 

Operation Provide Promise—Sarajevo. The cold war era 
was one of low risk and high stability. In the wake of 
collapsed bipolarity, the world has entered a period of high 
risk and low stability—a situation best illustrated by events 
in the former Yugoslavia. 

lin ger ing distrust between cold war enemies 
and the inher ent problems caused by con
flict ing priori ties promise to be a source of 
con ten tion between current NATO countries 
and its new mem bers, one can ex pect that the 
new NATO will renovate European secu rity 
and ulti mately strengthen the trans-Atlantic 
re la tion ship. 
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